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ABSTPACT * j 

Compared were the per f ormances of U5 normal and U5 
slow learners (all in junior high school), on a task of original and 
relearning of paired associate responses as a result of induced 
success or failure following each response, Ss were asked to pair 
stick :tigures with consonant, trigrams and then told their performance 
was either correct or wrong depending on the treatment condition 
assigned. The ty.^e of S (whether normal or slow learning) x treatment 
condition interaction was not found to be significant in any of the 
analyses, (Author/DB). 



******************************************************* 

* Documents acquired by FPIC include many informal unpublished * 

* materials not available from other sources. EPI*C makes every effort * 

* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal * 
^»<<reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality * 

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions EPIC makes available * 

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDPS) . EDHS is not * 

* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions * 

* supplied by EDPS are the best that can be made from the original. * 
***************************************** ********* 



U S DEPAHTMENTOF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION A WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION 

THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO 
^ . « * OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM 

Effects. Of Induced Success and Failure l'',fJi^r.To°u"ro^"^^^^^^^^^ 
on Learning. and Retention Disorders in Children il'::,%%f°r.V.:r.o^^^^^^^^ 

EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 



K.V. Kuniar / ' S.K. Saroj 

Case Western Reserve University State • University oi wew lork 

Rolijber's (1954) social learning theory 'has generated a number 
of research studies (e.g., Heber, 1967; Gardner, 1958; Nardi, 1965 
& Simpson,^ 1962 ) to assess the retentive abilities of slow learners 
(SL) in comparison with normal children (NC). This research has 
typically u^ed adolescent or Ss under age 10 from heterogeneous ly 
institutionalized populations, and has provided verbal or material 
reinforcement following the completion of a trial and not the 
response in a paired-associate (PA) learning task. In contrast to 
the a'Bove studies, .the present study used a) ^re-adolescent Ss 
pf 12-15 years attending normal public schools, and b) stimulus 
conditions generating expectancy of material reinforcement follow- 
ing each correct response in a PA learning task instead of after 
the trial. / Thus, the exjjeriment compared original and relearning 
(aft^ 2y hours )/performances, on a PA task, of NC and ME as a 
result </f induced success or failure. 
Method^ 

Subjects. Porty-fi^e NC and forty-five SL attending two 
junior high schools in tl^e same school district served as Ss in 
the experiment. Mean of NC was 109.71, (.range, IOO-131), and 
average CA was l6*3 mon/hs (range, ;i^0-176 months). • The SL Ss mean 
IQ was 70.36 (range, 55-8^4-) an^-rafean CA was 162.13 months (range, 
1^0-180 mdnths). 

Design . Fifteen NC and fifteen SL Ss were randomly assigned 
to one of ^hree conditions — induced success, failure or the control 
conditioiu The design conformed. to a 2 x 3 factorial analysis of 
varlsmce (Anova) with' two dependent measures — original learning 
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and rel#aming. 

Learning;^ Materials , Five stick nonsense figures (stimulus 
terras) were paired with five consonant trigrams /CCC (response termsi/. 
The PAs were presented on 3" x 5" plastic-coated cards. 
Procedure. ' ' ^ 

Original Learning , ; Ss were tested individually. Following 
an initial warm-up conversation, all Ss were, presented with 3" x 5" 
cards containing a letter from eacH response term. The Ss were-, 
given 5 seconds to relid the letter aloud. All Ss then were told 
that the E was playing a game an(j: that the E was going to show 
some letters that .;I*went along" with some pictures. The Ss were 
told to remember the jgictures and the letters, as later they would 
be asked to- tel]/ the letters that went along with the pictures. The 
S-R pairs were /printed on one side of the card and the respective 
stimulus term 'printed on the other side of the card. The Ss were 
familiarized with both sides of 'the c^rd and their purposes by 
showing them each side. The PAs were presented for 5 second^ 
during which' the Ss were asked to read the CCC al^ud. The order of 
presentation was varied randomly on each learning and test trial. 
In the test^^ttT^alT^s were asked "to tell the letters that go along 
with each picture." The stimulus terms were presented for 5 seconds 
e^ch. Correct responses were shown to each S following errors in 
■recall. The intar-trial interval vjd!s 30 seconds. 
\ S in the "success" conditiojfi were informed that "for each 

correct response you will get a dime." The Ss were reinforced 
accordinly following each correct response. In the "failure" 
condition, the Ss were told "if you do not make any mistakes, you 
have a chance of winning up to I1.50," However, after each 



successful trial, these Ss were told "Oh! You made too many 
mistakes this time.. I am sorry you cannot win anything. Let us 
see, how you do next time." The "control" Ss received the 
Standard PA test instructions and were told to as fast as 
possible on the first two trials and faster on the third trial. 
No reinforcement or comments were made followinp; correct 
responses. 

f 

Relearning , All Ss were required to learn the same material 
after 2k hours.. The pi^cedure for all Ss was the same as for the 
control Ss on the first day. 

Dependent Measures . The total number of trials taken by the 
S to reach the criterion of three correct repetitions of the 
response on the first day was coTisidered as a m'e.asure of orip:inal 
learning. On the second day, savings in the number of trials 
required; to reach the established criterion of three correct 
repetitions of the response were ^ponsider^ed as a measure of 
re learning. 
Results . 

Since there were two dependent variables, multivariate (MV) 
Anova was used to test all the sources of va^riance, i.e., type « 
of Ss (NC vs.'^MR), Treatment conditions (success, failure and 
control), and the interaction between type of Ss and treatment 
conditions. Univariate Anova was done on the dependent variables 

/ 

separately iiycase the MV, F was significant. 

The first analysis wds done without usinp; any covariates. 
This analysis showed that there were sipTiificant differences 
between NC and SL ZRv,F(2, 83) = l6.7906 , e<.000i7. To deter- 
mine the locus of effects, univariate tests were done on each 'of 
the dependent variables. For orip:inal learning:, the . univariate 
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analysis revealed P (1,8^+) = 12.816?, E<.0006 and for relearning 
P (1,8'+) was 30.7265, P<.0001. Thus, NC performed significantly 
better on both the- dependent variables. The mean trials to learn 
the criterions for ori'ginal learning for NC was 52.64 and SL = 67.82, 
and for relearning NC = 18.96 ancJ> SL = 3^.71. There was no effect 
&}Xe to differential treatment for both the dependent measures 
/FfV, F (^+,166) 17. 

The interaction between the type of Ss and treatment was also 
not significant /Rv, P (4,l66) = 1.1913, E<r.327. 

A se con/ analysis was performed, on just the relearning data 
using original learning as a covariate. The results remained the 
same as the first analysis. A third analysis used MA as covariate 
for both the dependent variables. The results were consistent with- . 
the first analysis for the interaction and the treatment effects, f , 
However, there were no differences between the NC and MR on both 
the dependent measures, /MV, P (2,82 )<i7. A fourth analysis was 
done using CA as covariate. The main effect of type of Ss was sig- 
nificant /MV, F (2,82) = 1^.9907, E<:.000i7. The univariate analysis 
indicated MC performed- significantly better on the original luaiTfiing 
n. (i,B3) = 12.3336, E<. 00087 and also on the relearning measure . 
/"F (1,83) = 27.2213, E<. 00017. There were differences due to 
treatment effect P (4,l6i+) = 2.189^, E4. 027 but only with resT^ect 

to relearning £t (2,83) = 2.M15, E<.107 and not with r^espect to 
original learning £Z (2,83)<l/. The mean number of trials to lea^ 
for relearning data for the success, failure, and contro|l conditionb 
were 2^.26, 31 .69 and 2^4-. 56 respectively, indicating Ss did poorly 
in the failure condition as compared to success and control condit- . 
ions. The interaction between type of Ss and treatment was not sig- 
nificant ^V, P (/+,16A|.) = 1.52^, E<,207. Finally, both MA and CA'were 



used as covariates. This analysis showed no differences in NC 
and MR on both the original learning and relearninp measures 
/Vim, F (2,81) = 1.7709, £<.l^. The differences due to treatment 
were also significant /MV, F (^,162) = 2.0772, e^O^. Further 
analysis indicated significant differences in relearning 
/F (2,-82) = 2.398, jo<.ia7 but no differences in original learning^ 
(2,82)<l7. The interaction effect was not significant /MV, F 
(4,162) = 1.4973, E<.2i7. 
Discussion , 

The different analyses yielded an Interesting pattern of 
results. If one considers the analysis without the covariates, ^ 
the NC and SL groups performance was significantly different from 
eafth other. Similar results were obtained when CA was covarled. 
However, differences disappeared when MA was covarled alone or In " 
combination with CA. . This perhaps indicates that difference 
between NC and MR's could be attributed to differences in MA, 
Regarding the main effect of treatments, there were no differences 
on the original learning data across analyses. However, the main 
effect of treatment was significant when CA was covarled alond 
(p^.07) or in cbmblnation with MA (p<.10) for relearning data. 
Examination of the mean for relearning in these analyses indicated 
that Ss performed poorly in the failure condition ^s compared to 
success and control conditions. However, these differences do 
not show up when MA or the degree of original learning are 
covarled in the analysis. Neither, were there any differences due 
to the treatment when no covariates were used in the analysis. 
Due to inconsistencies in the pattern of results it seems best to 
suspend Judgment on differential effect of the treatments. 

The interaction between type of and the ^treatment was of 
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central concern to this studyl The finding was consistent across 
the analyses that the type of Ss x treatment interaction was not 
significant, indicating NC and^SL's performance was not dif^fer- 

entlally influenced "by variation in treatment for the original 

» 

and relearnlng data. It may be noted that only one set of 
stimulus material was used in the study and the results may be 
confounded with the stimulus set used in the study. Hence, more 
studies are needed with several PA lists of dif ferent-^ievels of 
complexity before any valid conclusions can be drawn about effects 
of induced success and failure on PA learning. I 
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